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which, experience shows to have a real connection with
an intelligent origin, the fact of conspiring to an end.
The argument therefore is not one of mere analogy.
As mere analogy it has its weight, but it is more than
analogy. It surpasses analogy exactly as induction
surpasses it. It is an inductive argument.

This, I think, is undeniable, and it remains to test
the argument by the logical principles applicable to
Induction. For this purpose it will be convenient to
handle, not the argument as a whole, but some one of
the most impressive cases of it, such as the structure
of the eye, or of the ear. It is maintained that the
structure of the eye proves a designing mind. To
what class of inductive arguments does this belong ?
and what is its degree of force ?

The species of inductive arguments are four in
number, corresponding to the four Inductive Methods;
the Methods of Agreement, of Difference, of Eesidues,
and of Concomitant Variations. The argument under
consideration falls within the first of these divisions,
the Method of Agreement. This is, for reasons known
to inductive logicians, the weakest of the four, but the
particular argument is a strong one of the kind. It
may be logically analysed as follows :

The parts of which the eye is composed, and the
collocations which constitute the arrangement of those
parts, resemble one another in this very remarkable
property, that they all conduce to enabling the animal